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ST, UNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY : 0y
g’ Vo | g REGION 10
§ / 1200 Sixth Avenue
k / Seattie, WA 88101
o MAY 11 2000
Reply To
Aren Of: ECO -088

Mr. J. Wil iam McI onald, Regional Director
U.S. Bure: 4 of Rec; amation

1150 N. Crirtis Roa,

Boise, Idal 0 83706.1234

‘Re:  Coinments ¢ 2 the “Draft Framework Plan for Coordinating Activities of the Columbia
Riv or Transt oundary Gas Group, Phase 1."

Dear Mr. N [cDonalc :

The nk you fi r the opportunity to comment on the subject draft Framework document
(Framewor ¢). I am jroviding comments directly to you because I believe that in order for the
Transbounilary Gas Jroup (TGG) to be successful, the Bureau of Reclamation (Bureau) must
take a lead: rship rol : in transboundary gas issues; especially through management of gas
problems a Bureau rojects. I would also like to initiate dialogue with you about transboundary
and upper ( .olumbia Gas issues.

Our commen s on the Framework deal with:

¢ the Li1 2ited geographical scope of the framework;

. the ct aracterization of water quality standards for total dissolved gas (TDG) as
interii a criteria; and

. the ro es of the Columbia River Transboundary Gas Group (TGG) and the
owne: s/operators of the dams on the river system. :

Our (nain cor cem with the Framework is that it is limited to the Columbia River system
upstream of Grand C julee Dam. The whole basis for the formation of the TGG was the need to
address TDt i via a “s ystem wide approach.” It is imperative to address all of the major gas
generating « ams thro 1ighout the river system. Grand Coulee Dam has historically been a major
generator of TDG an: | Chief Joseph Dam is also known to generate a lot of gas when it spills. It
is important or all d: m owners and operators in the TGG to know that they are not being singled
out for extrz attentior , that all major facilities on both sides of the border are being addressed.

Furtl er, at the July 23, 1998, méeting in Bdise. Idaho, that included Steve Clark, Bureau

of Reclamat on; Tom Fitzsimmons, WA Department of Ecology; Gary Passmore, Confederated
Tribes of the Colville Reservation, myself and staff; the Bureau agreed to operate Grand Coulee

( ‘ . : D trintedon Recyclod Psper



SEP-18-2001 TUE 04:31 PM FAX NO. P. 02

Dam so th 1t operati  does not increase total dissolved gas levels when the water in the forebay
exceeds w iter quali y standards and so that operation does not increase gas to a level above water
quality sta idards w] en water in the forebay is below the standard (see attached follow up letter
of Novemi =r 2, 1953). Represeatatives of the Bureau went on to say that they believed that the
dam could be opera =d in a manner that would prevent the addition of gas nearly all the time.
Indeed, in 1999 the: : were no unplanned spills resulting in TDG additions. It is important for
these kind: of comn itments to be part of the TGG process. This is the kind of leadership that
will make fie TGG srocess work. Conversely, a major dam operator pulling out of the process
will seriou :ly jeopas dize its success.

Sin ilarly, it wppears that Hungry Horse Dam is excluded from the Framework. Hungry
Horse shot id be inc uded. If later investigation shows it to be a minor contributor to TDG
problems i1 the syst :m, it could be prioritized very low on the list of facilities that need to be
addressed. Until the t time it should be included in the process.

The legal wa er quality standard for TDG for both the Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservatio:) and the State of Washington is 110% of saturation. The document must emphasize
throughout that 110' 5 of saturation is the target for TDG reductions under the Framework. As
currently written, the Criterion is characterized as “interim” and it is inferred, by the language
used in the Framewq rk, to be in need of and subject to change by the TGG. Changes to the
standard of 110% ar : the sole purview of the Tribes and the State, individually, and we are not
aware that :ither ent ty plans to change their standard. Furthermore, technical evaluations of
biological i apacts it the Framework appear to be aimed at amending the criterion. The
biological ¢ valuatior s should be aimed at predicting and eliminating “take” under the
Endangere(. Species Act.

Thr sughout 11e document, the roles identified for the TGG, the TGG Co-Chairs, and the
TGG Steering Comn ittee must be revised to reflect their ancillary involvement in choices made
regarding s 'stem opt rations and structural alterations. Their roles need to be clarified to be
advisory only, provic ing a forum for dissemination of information, discussion of issues and
developme; : of reco nmendations.. Functions such as operational and structural decision making,
adopting pr orities fc r projects, developing funding requests (to Congress or otherwise), and
providing £ nancial r :sources for the TGG must be clearly identified as the responsibility of the
dam owner, uperators , The TGG provides an opportuaity to address TDG problems in a system
wide fashio 1 based c 1 cooperation and collaboration, but it does not assume the responsibility of
dam ownern vperator: to correct TDG problems. It is intended to facilitate the correction of those
problems b; engende ring discussion across borders and agencies, but the dam owners/operators
retain the ultimate re ponsibility. Staffing of critical positions within the TGG, budgeting to
support the I'GG, de' eloping reports on status and progress of the TGG, and implementing
components of the F1amework plan are actions which must fall directly to the dam
owner/oper: tors to 8 pport and/or satisfy. Since the benefits of the TGG process accrue to the

dam owner/ :perators it seems reasonable that the costs asscciated with the TGG process should
be assumed by these :ame owner/operators.
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The TGG is : major step forward in the correction of water quality problems in the
Columbia ¥ .iver. W.: believe that the Framework must be revised 1o maintain the emphasis of
the group o1 its goal to reduce the system-wide total dissolved gas to levels safe for all aquatic
life in the n nst cost- ffective manner. I will be contacting you shortly to set up & meeting to
discuss the: - gas issi es. I1ook forward to meeting you and working together to correct water
qQuality prot lems in t 1e Columbia River. Thauk you again for the opportunity to comment on the

Framework -
Sincerely Yours,
L...e. CH o~
Chuck Clarke
Regional Administrator
Enclosure

cc: Gary Paismore, ~ he Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation
Tom Fi simmor 5, Washington Department of Ecology
Will St lle, Nati« nal Marine Fisheries Service
Judith J shansen, Bonneville Power Administration
Brigadi r Genera. Carl A. Strock, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
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Wi support your continuing efforts to meet water quality standards. Should you require -
any additic nal infor nation, please call me at (206) 553-8574 or contact Chuck Rice of my staff at
(509) 353. 2700.

Th ik you { >r the opportunity to comment on the draft EA.

L LBR S

Richard B. Parkin, Manager
Geographic Implementation Unit

CC:

Exnclosure
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Comment: on Chie Joseph Dam Dissolved Gas Abatement Project - Draft Environmental
Assessmes © - Marc 122000, prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE).

= Page7 Paragriphl. dxscusses the downstream limits of benefits due to TDG abatement
measures 1 iken at t 1 project complex. “Effects are not expected below Priest Rapids (river
mile 397). ' The ba s for this statemeat should be explained to help establish the rationale for
overall rexiew of th : document. In addition, the recent COE modeling effort done for TDG
productios. at Graw | Coulee Dam (GCD) and Chief Joseph Dam (CID) (as well as others) and
results fro 1 that efi ort should be referenced in this paragraph and presented in greater detail later
" in the dociiment (e. 5., on page 15). The relationships among gas abatement measures planned or
underway lownstre am should be incorporated into the EA to address “system-wide evaluation.”

“» Pages ! and 10. The hydraulic capacity of the CID powerhouse is listed as about 40 kcfs less
than that ¢ GCD. [he EA is not clear whether alternatives evaluated used this difference in
capacity a - a baseln e condition (i.¢., how is this lower hydraulic capacity used in determining
operationz | options and in conducting modeling). Since CJD is a run-of-the-river dam, this
should be :larified : nd the power generation relationship between CID and GCD explamed n
greater de il in orc =r that the alternatives can be better understood

For examy le, if both GCD and CID are operated at maximum hydraulic capacity at a flow of
260 kefs ( he maxir mm for the GCD powerhouse) then it appears that CJD would be required to
spill inflov equal tc the amount exceeding its powerhouse hydraulic capacity, about 40 kcfs.
Given thes : flow ar 4 operational conditions, and after installation of deflectors at CJD, the
generation of TDG would not be expected to exceed from about 113% to117% (per graph on
page 39 a1 d depenc ing on forebay concentration). Operational scenarios, need to be included
and explai 1ed.

Also, the 1'A states that the WA state Water Quality. Standard (WQS) for TDG is 110% for flows
of up to 2¢-1 kefs. * he graph on page 39 sugpests that, under the same operational and structural
conditions noted i :he previous paragraph, at a flow of 241 kefs, CJD would spill abour 20 kefs
aud the TD)G levels would be expected to be. between about 107% and 112% (depending on
inflow TD 73 ¢oncer tration). Evaluation of options such as this would assist in evaluating

attaining ¢ ymplianc .

=» Page 11. Figur 2.1.2-1 The flood control rule curve for drafting at GCD is presented in
graph forn. This g aph should be more thoroughly explained. Understanding this curve is
important .0 unders :anding operational requirements and practices at GCD. Further, this curve
appears to be a bas line condition assumed in the alternatives evaluated in the EA. To
understanc the alter 1atives described in the EA the reviewer should understand Figure 2.1.2-1.
In additior, promisi 1g alternatives are rejected m the EA primarily because this rule curve (and
for other d «ms in th > system) would need to be revised. To understand the basis of these -
rejections, this rule :urve and its relationship to Columbia drainage flood control, flow
augmentat nn, and ¢ peration of other flood control projects should be described. This would

Page lof 7
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=» Page 13. Sectit n 3.2.2 Side Channel (Alternative 12). This alternative raises the issue of
amadrom .s fish pe ssage at CJD by stating that construction of a side channel could foreclose on
that optio 1. The E \ should address combined TDG and fish passage alternatives. A concern
identified ‘rom revi:w of the EA is that the adoption of the preferred alternative may foreclose or
postpone :onsiderz :ion of fish passage at CJD. Evaluation of passage should be included in this
EA along with an 2 1alysis of whether alternatives being considered will impair or encourage
future dev :lopment ‘construction of fish passage structures.

=» Page:(). Sectiin3.2.9 Unplug Shuces (Alternative 10). This alternative includes a
statement that “...d :ep withdrawal of cold water in the summertime would impact biological
productiv ty [negat vely] downstream.” Since high river temperature in summertime is an issue
downstre: in of CJI 1, the basis for this statement should be explained. Later in the EA, the
release of vold wat r during the summer season is identified as a benefit to anadromous (and
. possibly o :her) spe: ies (see Section 3.4.4), seemingly contradlctmg the implied negative effects
attributed to this al ernative.

=» Page?|. Sectitn3.4.1 Spill During Maximum Power... (Alternative 9). This alternative
would reduce TDG loading at both GCD and CJD and could be implernented prior to
constructi :n of str ctural changes. It is rejected on the basis of “...large anticipated daily
fluctuation s in rive:r levels and flows during maximum power generation periods.” The basis of
rejection ¢ hould be clarified.

=» Page 2. Sectio13.4.2 Swap Power... (Alternative 11). This alternative for maxitmum power
productio | at the C CD/CJD complex using system reimbursements is promising and is stated to
be “...adju sted as t} e operational change alternative with Grand Coulee Dam that is carried forth
in the cur ¢nt analy iis.” However, it is not clear, when reviewing the preferred alternative, how
this opera ional opt:on has been incorporated. Likewise, it is not clear how this operational
change wiuld be ir plemented. Explanation within the EA would confirm the conclusions of

this altern itive. :

-» Page 2 :. Sectior. 3.4.3 Raise Control Flows at The Dalles (Aiternative 13). This alternative is
rejected o 1 the basis that it “...may require a new system flood control study with emphasis on
the stage .lamage” ’italics added for emphasis). This section states that an increase of only 10
kefs contr :1 flow a1 The Dalles would substantially reduce spring draft at GCD (spring draft
being one of the lat gest contributors of TDG from GCD and CID). Even though “...outside the
scope of t 1is study, * this option should be described further. In particular, the basis for the target
of 450 ket s at The . Jalles should be clarified. Since achievement of the 110% WQS is central to
this revies of the E A, options such as this which are promising should be developed for
evaluatior by the rc¢ viewer. :

=» Page 1. Sectit n 3.4.4 Modify Operation of Grand Coulee Dam (Alternative 14). The last
sentence ¢ f the firs: paragraph of this section appears to be worded such that the point made may

Page3 of 7
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temperatu -es belov GCD. For example, on about Jupe 28, 1997, outflow temperature below
GCD is st »wn at n arlyl5 degrees C. On this same date, outflow temperature below CJD is
shown to :e appro: imately12.5 degrees C. This apparent decrease in temperature below GCD
and betwe :n the tw 2 dams is consistent over the time period shown on both graphs. The reason
for this co vling bet veen sampling locations over this 50 mile stretch of river should be presented.

Temperat wre is a c1itical parameter for anadromous fish survival and a WQS being routinely
violated it the Coh mbia River drainage. At least two rejected alternatives in the EA discuss
summer ri ver temp rature reduction effects below the GCD/CJD complex (i.e., decreases due to
altered op rational structural schemes). Therefore, the section on temperature should be
expanded. It shoull include data on temperature under current conditions (e.g., expand Figures
4.5.2-1 an:1-2) for ‘he summer period through September. Then, projections of temperature
effects ani icipated : mder the alternatives should be developed and described in the EA, including
the magni nde, dur tion, and extent of downstream propagation of those effects.

Based on ‘he tempr rature analysis, the EA should discuss whether possible modifications to
GCD/QJ)L for decr asing downstream temperature will be foreclosed or delayed by the preferred
alternative .

=» Page 2. Figure 4.5.2-2. This figure shows spill volume (and outflow temperature) at CID
during sp1ing 1997 The spill flow shown generaily exceeds spill at GCD by as mmch as 55 kefs.
Under sin ilar flow :onditions, will the preferred alternative produce higher spill flows at CJD?
Under 7Q 10 flow ¢ anditions, what are the anticipated spill flows at both GCD and CID? At
7Q10, wh it are the anticipated TDG levels below both GCD and CID? These questions recur
while revi:wing the EA and should be addressed.

-» Page 3. Figures 4.5.3-2 and 4.5.3-3. These figures show river flow, spillway flow, and TDG
levels at/b:low GC ) and CJD, respectively. It appears from these figures that spill flow at CJD,
compared o GCD, can be double that shown in figure 4.5.2-2. These figures appear to show that
CID spills up to 10) kefs more than GCD whereas figure 4.5.2-2 seems to show a maximum
difference nf about 55 kcfs for this same period. These differences may be important in

projecting TDG lex 2Is generated under the preferred alternative and should be explained. Since
power ge1 eration i to be maximized at GCD and spill maximized at CTD under the preferred
alternative, are spil flows at CID anticipated to be higher than those recorded in the past? What
spill is ant cipated 1 nder high flow, low power demand scenarios for both GCD and CID?

-» Page 3'!. Sectio14.6.1.2 Fish in net pens. This section briefly discusses the relationship
between v -ater tem jerature and supersaturation. It states that higher water temperatures produce
mcreased jaturatio . levels. Thus, temperature effects of the various alternatives need to be
discussed. The EA does indicate that spring high flow spill and outflow temperatures are not
closely rel sted (stat :d to probably be due to lack of pool stratification during this time of year).
However, the EA ¢ 2es not address the relationship of temperature and TDG levels for the
alternative : and wk >ther this relationship may be important at other times of year and for

Page 5 of 7
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=» Page 41. Paragaph 1 states that TDG levels in Lake Rufus Woods, “For 1997 conditions...,”
under the referred alternative, *...TDG would not exceed about 125%, and would exceed 120%
only abou 10% of he time during which spill occurs” (italics added for emphasis). It is not clear
whether tl 2se projé ctions are based on the entire record from March through June, 1997, or if it
pertains tc only the se periods when spill actually occurted at GCD. This should be clarified.

=» Generai Comme it: The location of data collection points (i.e., sampling locations) should be
identified n the EA for all data presented in the document. It would assist the reviewer if these
locations ' vere also presented in one or more a diagrams.

=» Pages «-2 and 43 Tables 5.5.3-1 and 5.5.3-4. TDG threshold durations. These tables again
present pt zjections of various TDG levels under the preferred alternative (and compared to
existing d: un opera ions) using 1997 flow data. However, these tables contains the parenthetical
phrase “(I'esigned or 150 kefs)”” making it unclear if the flow on which the projections are based
is 150 kef s or if thi; vefers to deflectors designed for this flow. The phrase should be explained.

These tab &s shoulc also include a calculation for a flow of 241 kefs to make clear how the
preferred ternativ : will perform under maximum WA state WQS flow conditions.

=» Pages -3 and 44. Figures 5.5.3-5 and 5.5.3-6. Comparison of modelled TDG conditions at
mid-Colw nbia dam:. The flow value (and other constants and variables) used for these figures
should be jdentifiec in order for the reviewer to understand what conditions the figures represent. .

The foreb 1y TDG ¢ oncentration at GCD should be shown to provide a starting value. Also, a
discussior of TDC production characteristics through GCD from forebay to tailwater is needed.
This is ne::2ssary t¢ understand whether the preferred alternative includes an increase in TDG
through C (D at th ; flows being considered. Although the hydraulic capacity at full pool is listed
as 260 kc i and it i implied that no spill will be necessary or occur at GCD, the EA is not clear
about this or about TDG production through GCD.

-» Page 4 i. Figure 5.6.1.1-1. Rock Island 5-year average smolt index vatues. The various curves

for TDG : hould be extended through the year so that the reviewer can compare TDG, summer
flows, anc flow auy mentation episodes with smolt migration.
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